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households in times of conflict. Hence the analysis of coping strategies after war is the unique contribution of this paper.
A case study using farm household survey data estimates the determinants of agricultural coping strategies in post-war Mozambique. There is a lively debate on income diversification and cash crop adoption in Mozambique (Cramer and Pontara 1998; Heltberg and Tarp 2002; Pitcher 1998; Tschirley and Benfica 2001; Tschirley and Weber 1994) . Another literature records the economic effect of the devastating civil war in Mozambique (Addison and de Sousa 1999; de Sousa 2003; Wuyts 2003) . This article differs from that literature by focusing on the long-term effects of war on farm household production choices.
The analysis demonstrates that post-war coping strategies differ from pre-and mid-crisis coping strategies. War-affected households have a higher demand for risk diversification yet they may be severely constrained in their activity choices. Such households are forced to adopt very risky coping strategies that re-enforce their vulnerability. Households choose between market and non-market forms of exchange and even consider exiting markets entirely, an option not often considered by basic models of farm household behavior. These findings have strong implications for post-war reconstruction policies.
The paper is structured as follows. The next sections develop a formal model of household coping strategies with two risky income activities and discuss the effects of war in the model.
The subsequent section introduces the case study, reviews methodological and data issues and derives the econometric specifications. This is followed by a discussion of some summary statistics, the econometric results and policy implications. The last section concludes.
A Model of the Determinants of Coping Strategy
This section develops a simple model of the choice between two coping strategies. Activity or coping strategies refer to the household labor allocation between different income generating 3 tasks. The main activity distinctions are between on-and off-farm (or agricultural and nonagricultural) activities and between subsistence and market activities.
Consider a farm household with two production activities i = 1 or 2. (The model can be generalized to more than two activities.) Assume that land is abundant so that there are no credit or labor markets: the total labor supply equals household labor supply L. Asset endowments of households are given in each period and are normalized at 1. The main risk in household production derives from V, the variance of portfolio revenue net of costs: where q is the share of labor dedicated to activity 1, s i is the standard deviation of the return of the i th activity (for i = 1 or 2), s 12 is the covariance of returns between the two activities 1 and 2, and ρ 12 is the correlation coefficient of the returns from both activities. This yields:
∂V/∂q = -2s 1 2 + 2qs 1 2 + 2qs 2 2 + 2s 12 -4qs 12
∂V/∂q = -2s 1 2 < 0 (for ρ = 0 and q = 0) ∂V/∂q = 2s 2 2 > 0 (for ρ = 0 and q = 1) ∂ 2 V/∂q 2 = 2s 1 2 + 2s 2 2 -4s 12 ∂ 2 V/∂q 2 > 0 (for ρ = 0) q Vmin = s 1 2 / (s 1 2 + s 2 2 ) (for ρ = 0) where q Vmin denotes the share of labor allocated to the second activity such that total portfolio risk is minimized. Total farm production X is defined as:
where a i is the activity-specific constant returns to scale (CRS) production technology. Total farm revenue net of variable, non-labor inputs R is given by:
where p i are farm-gate output prices. Farm-gate prices are net of transaction costs t i so that:
where p i * are given wholesale market prices. Transaction costs for each commodity are determined by given household characteristics and market imperfections. This implies that commodity prices and commodity market failure are household-specific.
At the beginning of the agricultural year, a household allocates its labor supply L between activities for given expected revenues, preferences, endowments and local climatic conditions:
E(R) = E(p 1 )E(X 1 ) + E(p 2 )E(X 2 ) = E(p 1 )a 1 (1-q) + E(p 2 )a 2 q = E(p 1 )a 1 -qE(p 1 )a 1 + qE(p 2 )a 2 (6)
and where E(.) denotes the expectations operator.
The subjective wage W for household labor is defined as the amount of output a household would require as compensation for a given unit of leisure foregone. This is captured here through the subjective wage rate w such that total subjective equilibrium labor costs per household are:
= wL 1 + wL 2
These wage costs are affected by the specific household characteristics, which define the dependency ratio and thus the leisure-work trade-off. Total household profits Π are defined as revenue net of subjective labor costs:
so that expected profits are:
The rate of return π of the activity portfolio is then given by:
∂π/∂R > 0 and ∂ 2 π/∂R 2 < 0
The expected rate of return is thus given by:
The farm household utility function U contains two elements: one representing expected portfolio profits and one representing the expected portfolio risk:
∂U/∂Π > 0, ∂ 2 U/∂Π 2 < 0, ∂U/∂V < 0 and ∂ 2 U/∂V 2 > 0
Households maximize utility with respect to the labor allocation subject to the labor constraint:
Assuming ρ = 0 and additive utility, this is solved as follows: 
The numerator of equation 16 is negative and the denominator is positive such that:
∂q/∂p 1 < 0, ∂q/∂p 2 > 0, ∂q/∂a 1 < 0, ∂q/∂a 2 > 0, ∂q/∂s 1 > 0, ∂q/∂s 2 < 0, ∂q/∂t 1 > 0 and ∂q/∂t 2 < 0 Assuming additive utility is non-trivial as a multiplicative functional form would result in a different specification of q:
where the first order condition also includes a term for profits and thus for the subjective wage. This implies that for farm household production in the absence of labor markets and with no riskless activity to engage in, household preferences affect the optimal allocation of resources between risky activities through both the profit and the utility functions. This result does not hold for households facing perfect markets and a riskless investment opportunity.
This model differs from standard models of farm production under uncertainty by emphasizing the absence of labor and output markets, the existence of a survival constraint, and the role of the subjective valuation of labor. Quadrant II also summarizes the trade-off between risk and return in the activity portfolio.
Households prefer higher expected returns and lower portfolio risk so that U 3 > U 2 > U 1 . At point a, q = 1 and the household specializes in activity 2. At point d, q = 0 and the household specializes in activity 1. At point c, the portfolio has the lowest possible risk V min and q = q Vmin . Curve abc represents the efficient portfolio frontier.
Equilibrium is obtained at point b where abcd is tangential to the highest possible utility curve U 2 . The equilibrium level of q is q* which is larger than q Vmin (figure 1). The household will thus decide at the beginning of the agricultural season to allocate q* of its labor to activity 2 and 1 -q* to activity 1. The expected shares of revenue from activities 2 and 1 are therefore q* and 1 -q*, respectively. Given the prevalent uncertainty, these labor allocation and expected revenue shares are only approximate indicators of the actual output shares per activity at the end of the period. Note that more risk averse households would choose a labor allocation closer to q Vmin .
War and Coping Strategies
This section outlines the effects of war on the basic model of activity choices. The nature and the determinants of coping strategies during and after conflict will be discussed.
War has three effects on the risk-risk relationship of the basic model (equation 1). First, the increase in overall risk due to war will shift the whole curve right (∂V/∂s i > 0) with the war legacy ensuring that the post-war outcome will still be to the right of the pre-war case.
Second, the relative changes in risks (say ∆s 1 2 /∆s 2 2 < 1) will shift the lower section of the curve even further to the right (∂V/∂s 2 = 2q 2 s 2 ). With a large q, an increasing s 2 leads to a further increase in V. This effect is reduced in the post-war period. Third, the increase in the correlation coefficient flattens the slope near q Vmin (∂(∂V/∂q)/∂s 12 = 2-4q) thus reducing the scope for risk reduction through portfolio diversification. In the post-war period, there is still a higher correlation coefficient though its scale may be lower than during the war. The net effect of the changes is that, during war, the curve abcd shifts down and to the right to an area of unambiguously lower utility for the household. In the post-war period, the curve will shift partially back towards the peace-time position (2).
War will change the profit function (equation 9) by affecting revenue and the equilibrium value of the subjective wage, in particular via enforced life-cycle effects in the household. This is most likely to occur through conflict-related morbidity and mortality in the household, especially in households near the survival threshold. If disaster is imminent, then W will be low and the risk of production and correlation coefficient of returns are likely to be very high, thus reducing the potential gain from diversification. In the post-war period, households may remain in such high risk, near starvation equilibrium, depending how quickly the value of subjective wages can rise under peace conditions. Given strong war effects, many households may exist in the post-war poverty trap in the bottom right corner of quadrant IV in figure 2.
This model can therefore resolve the apparent paradox noted in the safety-first literature where destitute households engage in very risky behavior even though they are least able to withstand the risks inherent in such a portfolio. It does so by valuing the trade-off between leisure and labor in regard to the survival constraint through the term W, which captures the household consumption requirements.
Household assets and social capital affect the technical efficiency of production and hence a i .
With land abundance and damaged credit markets, assets fulfill a key role as both productive inputs and as a self-insurance mechanism in a risky environment. At the same time, assets are key targets of soldiers and looters. Asset characteristics thus make some activities more vulnerable to war than others. For example, cattle herding may be a productive and a riskmitigating activity in peace-times. Nevertheless, cattle herding becomes unfeasible in a longlasting war of destabilization and may not be worthwhile (due to an expected resumption of hostilities) or possible (due to the collapse of cattle markets and extension services) in a high risk, poor post-war environment. Households depend on their land and their social capital for production and social exchange. The portfolio of endowments therefore affects the portfolio of activities undertaken.
The model implies that war-affected households facing substantial market constraints smooth consumption by smoothing income. This result does not obtain in the standard farm household model. Households affected by war hence behave differently from households in peace-time economies. Rural post-war reconstruction policies must support these income smoothing activities while helping to re-establish markets to allow once again consumption smoothing.
War also affects production technologies and relative prices so that both a i and p i in equations 2 and 4 can be expected to fall. In the case of food crops (i=1) versus cash crops (i=2), it is also likely that ∆a 1 /∆a 2 < 1 and ∆p 1 /∆p 2 < 1, as war increases the transaction costs for cash crops relatively more than for food crops and as cash crops have a given world price. In addition, war is likely to enforce the extended use of traditional cropping patterns, seeds and techniques. To the extent that these techniques are more divisible than modern agronomic practices (irrigation being an extreme example of an indivisible modern technique), households adopt a larger number of individual activities within each activity class during the war while reducing the dependence on cash crops. Such traditional techniques include the number of traditional food crops, dividing the cultivated area per household into more but smaller plots and pursuing intensive-intensive off-farm activities.
In terms of figure 2, a proportionate reduction of the parameters p i and a i will shift the E(R) curve to the right in quadrant III. A disproportionately large reduction of the p 2 and a 2 parameters will also reduce the slope of the curve. These war-induced changes in the technology and price variables may only be reversed partially in the post-war period.
Household activity diversification is also encouraged by institutional and market imperfections, which are worsened by war. Such imperfections affect the degree of technology embedded in production (a i ) and the farm-gate prices (p i ) net of transaction costs (t i ). The total labor availability (L) is also shaped by market imperfections, especially through increased search, information and supervision costs in land abundant areas which lead to reduced supply of and demand for labor and hence to the breakdown of wage labor markets.
Consequently, the variables L, w and W in equation 8 are shaped by the effects of war on institutions.
Household social capital is a key determinant of the profitability of low-return, off-farm activities, including social exchange and NGO donations. Households with higher social capital (for example households who hold a position of traditional authority in their community) are thus much more likely to command larger labor resources L, have lower transaction costs t i and achieve higher net prices for off-farm activities p 2 .
Formal and even informal credit markets may cease to exist during war. This is due to the high cost of information gathering, the reduced ability to enforce contracts while state authority is so severely threatened and the high degree of risk covariance which increases the undiversifiable portfolio risk for lenders. Credit-constrained households are thus likely to increase their share of informal, social, non-market activities to substitute for war-affected credit markets.
Given the reduced number of feasible choices under war conditions, there is an externality effect of household market withdrawal. At the margin, one more household reducing its market participation will prevent all other households from joining a market. This effect is particularly pronounced if households' transaction costs are uniformly affected by the war, creating a high covariance of risks, and covariant household activity choices. This is a further reason for market breakdown in war conditions.
Volatile markets increase the incentives for households to engage in subsistence activities.
"Village enclaves" (Dasgupta 1993: 235) are more pronounced in a post-war environment and location will be a strong determinant of household behavior. These effects may create villagelevel poverty traps, from which no individual household can endogenously free itself.
The Case of Mozambique
Rural Mozambique provides a suitable case study for war-affected coping strategies as it 
Specification Issues
Equation 16 defines the functional form for q as:
where q must lie in the interval 0 to 1. The equilibrium determinants of q are closely related to the independent parameters p i , a i and s i 2 . Depending on the functional form of the utility function, q also depends on ρ ij and W. This implies that subjective wages and household endowments matter for activity choices. Furthermore, war requires controlling for the subjective valuation of leisure and household-and village-level transaction costs (equation 5).
Taking q as an indicator of activity choices and replacing the model parameters p i , a i , s i 2 , ρ ij , and W with corresponding household survey indicators thus yields the reduced-form equation:
where L i , F i , K i , and V are vectors representing household, land, asset endowments and village-level characteristics, respectively, and where e i is an error term which is not correlated with the exogenous variables thus yielding unbiased and consistent estimates for the vectors of coefficients α h for households i = 1…N and groups of coefficients α h for h = 0…4.
Equation 18 is not restricted to a specific functional form and may thus be guided by theoretical considerations, practical experience and statistical tests. A priori considerations and experience suggest mainly linear, log-linear and quadratic forms for the independent vectors L i , F i , K i , and V. This specification thus corresponds closely to those used in the literature on household income diversification (Reardon, Delgado and Matlon 1992) .
Some of the decisions, for example to participate in markets or to adopt cotton, are discrete choices which cannot be modeled with the linear approach. Instead, assume that a household participates in a market if it considers it to be a profitable move such that:
where π i is the expected rate of profitability of market participation for household i = 1…N.
Furthermore, assume that the profitability of the activity is determined by a model akin to that of equation 18. The binary model to be estimated is then:
where F is a cumulative probability function closely related to equation 18. This model can be estimated by logit or probit, if the error term follows a logistic or normal distribution,
respectively. Such a model thus estimates the probability that a household undertakes a certain activity given the household's endowments, preferences and the prevailing prices.
Following Cramer and Ridder (1991) , a binary (not a multiple-category) variable was adopted for this analysis to capture the essential difference between no market participation on the one hand and some form of market participation on the other hand.
One interpretation of q in equation 18 is as the share of net household income from agricultural activities (SHAREON). The share of subsistence (i.e. non-market) income is denoted 1 -q (SHARESUB) and the share of market income q. The categorical variable STATUS3 identifies households which have some degree of crop market participation, defined by the value of crops sold in the market. Other variables break output market participation down into sub-groups such as "selling food crops only", "selling cash crops only" and "selling food and cash crops" (STATUS2), where cash crops are defined as inedible crops. The categorical variable COTTON measures whether households plant any cotton at all, which implies q > 0 in the model above.
One non-monetary and non-market indicator of household diversification is PLOTFRAG, which measures the degree of spatial diversification of farm households or farm fragmentation. Formally, PLOTFRAG is defined as the natural log of the weighted Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI) of plot diversification: (21) where q i is the share of plot i's area of the total cultivated area per household and N is the total number of plots farmed per household. The HHI is weighted by the area cultivated per household to allow comparisons across households irrespective of farm size. PLOTFRAG is almost normally distributed.
Another measure of non-market diversification is the degree of social exchange (EXCHANGE). This is defined as the natural log of the sum of the absolute value of remittances and social exchange both given and received between January and September 1995 (the data for the remaining three months of 1995 is incomplete). EXCHANGE measures the sum of the absolute values as the actual flows given and received may cancel out, which would underestimate the degree of social exchange.
Results and Discussion

Summary Statistics
Households are very dependent on subsistence food crop activities for their income, with cash crops contributing only a small share to total income but three quarters of all crop marketing income (table 2) . Entrepreneurial, wage and social income account for even smaller shares of household income. The high shares of on-farm income (SHAREON) and non-market income (SHARESUB) of total income suggest that households in northern Mozambique in 1995 were still practicing many of their war-time subsistence coping strategies. Table 3 compares these findings to those from 28 other farm surveys from Sub-Saharan African countries, which report lower on-farm and higher off-farm income shares.
Interestingly, the share of social income is also higher in the other surveys, suggesting that war may also reduce a household's capacity to generate social income. Other authors report household income shares from off-farm activities in African countries of between 30% and 50% occasionally reaching 90% (Ellis 1998; Reardon 1997; von Braun and Pandya-Lorch 1991) . It is thus apparent that the share of off-farm income in the post-war FSP survey is particularly low.
Household output market participation decisions were very flexible in post-war northern Mozambique (table 4) . The FSP survey recorded crop sales for the two agricultural years ending 1994 and 1995. 43% of all households did not change their market participation status between 1994 and 1996, 20% of all households either added another type of crop or specialized in cash crops and 38% reduced the number of types of crops sold or even resumed a pure subsistence status. In fact, the total share of households marketing some cash crops dropped from 63% to 54% while the share of pure subsistence households increased from 13% to 21% in one year. These figures show that households adjust their market participation in the face of a variety of changing constraints from year to year and that households differentiate their market participation decisions between food crop and cash crop markets.
Degree of On-Farm Activities
The SHAREON regression (table 5a) is highly significant and has a good fit with an R 2 value of 0.59. The positive coefficient of ANIMAL suggests that having more livestock helps to increase agricultural income activities. This may be related to the synergies derived from livestock ownership (especially in the post-war absence of commercial farm inputs like fertilizers) and to the war-induced absence of credit markets for off-farm activities, which implies that livestock plays no role as a collateral in credit transactions.
The social capital variables are entirely insignificant. This is slightly surprising as investments in social institutions could be a key response by households to high post-war levels of uncertainty. Their insignificance may derive from three sources. First, the share of social income in total income is very small thus reducing the role of social institutions in explaining income shares. Second, social institutions may be less important than anticipated iftheir determinants are equal to those of market activities. In that case, market and social exchange are not substitutes but complements. Third, the proxies for social institutions included in the FSP survey may only measure such institutions imperfectly.
Autarky versus Crop Market Participation
The STATUS3 regression (table 5b) The probability of crop market participation is reduced by owning more agricultural tools per household (TOOL) and increased by owning a larger range of agricultural tools (TOOLTYPE). Note that tool ownership is exogenous as households in the sample area had no access to markets for tools in that year. The ownership of livestock at the end of the war (ANIMAL) is a positive determinant of current crop market activity. Households which hadbeen subjected to asset destruction during the war were thus damaged in their ability to rejoin crop markets for many years to come even after the cessation of violence.
Degree of Subsistence Activity
The SHARESUB regression (table 5c) Female-headed households enter crop markets like other households but their share of market-based income in total income is much lower.
Environmental and social risks induce households to engage in market activities because those risks are less correlated with market risks and thus offer scope for risk diversification.
Social and village level variables also strongly affect household market participation decisions. It is likely that the war increased the importance of these factors and that they will only slowly diminish in importance in the post-war northern Mozambican context.
Cash Crop Adoption
The logit regression of COTTON (table 5d ) is significant with a p-value of 0.011. Educational variables (EDUMUM, EDUMUMSQU) are not significant determinants of cash crop adoption. A Ugandan farm household study found a similar absence of educational achievements on crop adoption (Appleton and Balihuta 1996) . That study also analyzed a post-war economy, suggesting that the adoption effects of education are more limited when general economic circumstances are unfavorable for growth and poverty alleviation.
Instead, the adoption of cotton in the post-war period in northern Mozambique is shaped by the household composition, availability and valuation of labor, by alternative investment opportunities and returns, and by comparative advantage as determined by local climatic and institutional conditions. The risk attitude and risk bearing capacity of households determine if households are willing to adopt cotton. Female-headed and local political status, for example, almost perfectly predict cotton adoption for almost 10% of the sample. A significant lifecycle effect occurs through the mean age of the household (AGEHH, AGEHHSQU). The war affects household cash crop decisions indirectly through the subjective value households attach to their labor, which are in part determined by a household's experience of the recent war. These indirect effects of war are very difficult for public policy to remove and it is likely that such differences will persist over a long time.
Plot Diversification
The determinants of PLOTFRAG are shown in table 5e. The regression is highly significant, has a reasonable fit with an R 2 of 0.39 and has no apparent problem of multicollinearity as determined by VIF analysis. Given the significance of gender and household size coefficients, the household labor constraint is an important determinant of plot diversification. This finding is supported by interview evidence with agronomists in northern Mozambique. These interviews confirmed that planting fields benefited from being done quickly to utilize the best "window of opportunity" appropriate for that field. With more but smaller fields, households can spread these points in time and thus manage a larger cultivated area with a given amount of labor. These results confirm the hypothesis that households in the post-war period react strongly to some types of risks by altering their non-market production behavior.
Plot diversification is also a response to life cycle effects and household endowments, with gender having a strong effect on plot diversification. Household assets reduce such diversification while some soil characteristics and social capital have less importance. Finally, market opportunities help reduce spatial diversification while market risks increase it.
Households which are emerging from a position of war-induced isolation are thus clearly using non-market diversification strategies.
Social Exchange
The EXCHANGE regression (table 5f) is highly significant and has a reasonable fit (R 2 = 0.37). A VIF analysis does not suggest the presence of multicollinearity. The result is robust to the omission of the zero-exchange households. Having many women (FEMALE, FEMALESQU) or men (MALE, MALESQU) in the household increases social exchange.
Both effects are quadratic with minima at 4.0 and 2.7 persons, respectively. This confirms the dependence of rural social networks in Mozambique on very large families (Garrett and Ruel 1999) .
Likewise, intergenerational dependence is a strong determining factor for informal social security mechanisms, with younger and older household heads (AGEHEAD, AGEHEADSQU) being more involved in transfers. The significant effects of the mean household age (AGEHH, AGEHHSQU) could represent the accumulation of contacts, a form of social capital, which is necessary in conducting exchange.
Better asset-endowed households can afford more insurance while also being more capable of utilizing self-insurance mechanisms. Social exchange thus appears to be an insurance mechanism for better-off households. Households in which the husband comes from the local village (ORIGINMAN) have much lower social exchange than other households. Therefore, the move of husbands to the village of their wife sometime after their wedding, as is common practice in northern Mozambique, helps to build long-distance sources of remittance and social income. This tradition reduces the correlation of income within small areas.
Conclusions
The analysis demonstrated that post-war coping strategies include many different market and non-market activities. In the post-war period, households pursue diversified activities as a response to the varying war legacy and to peace-time opportunities. Post-war behavior exhibits a surprisingly high degree of variance across activities. Particularly market participation rates fluctuate strongly across households and seasons.
Determinants of post-war diversification are primarily the indirect war effects. These include risk, the household life cycle position, household endowments, and transaction costs at the household and village levels. The strong role of life cycle effects indicates the importance of land abundance for the study of war-affected African farm households, especially via the negative effect of war on the marginal value of effort. The estimated determinants are consistent with the model proposed initially. They indicate a stronger emphasis on household and village characteristics in the determination of activity choices than standard farm household models would have suggested.
Households may become risk takers near the absolute survival threshold by specializing in fewer activities and completely reducing their asset base to survive into the next season. This is primarily the result of the war-induced destruction of many alternative activity options. The past war has a strong effect on future outcomes for poor farm households.
There is a difference between the determinants of a categorical decision to participate in output markets and the determinants of the continuous degree of market participation. The former is more affected by household life cycle, endowment and scale effects while the latter is strongly affected by the household risk experiences, social capital and village level variables. For instance, female-headed households have the same market participation pattern but a smaller market income share than male-headed households.
Social activities are adopted by households which face only commodity-specific market failure. For households facing market failure across a whole range of products and services social contacts may not offer a significant alternative income source in the post-war, rural context.
Farm households practice various non-market forms of activity diversification. The regression analysis focused on spatial diversification and social exchange as two such examples.
Surprisingly, social exchange is quite limited after the war, in part due to the widespread absolute poverty in the sample area. Its determinants are similar to those of output market participation. Social exchange is thus no alternative to market participation for the poorest and most war-affected households.
Village level effects are extremely important determinants of coping strategies. This implies that the government and donors can assist household coping strategies by providing public goods to enhance market participation and diversification opportunities. Post-war public policy must recognize the importance of local differences in the experience of war and prioritize assistance depending on the local war legacy.
Finally, other important determinants of post-war coping strategies include household labor characteristics, asset endowments, farm size and social capital. Reconstruction policy should therefore aim to re-capitalize war-affected households, enhance human capital and reduce rural transaction costs to affect the whole range of diversification determinants. Lowering war-induced transaction costs will have strong positive effects on the market participation and off-farm earnings of agricultural households. On-farm income includes food and cash crop income from home consumption and from crop sales. Off-farm income includes entrepreneurial and wage income. Social income includes remittances, transfers and donations. The three categories of income sum to give total income. The data reported under the headings "SSA" and "Mean of All Surveys" derived from 28 samples of farming households from Sub-Saharan Africa (abbreviated SSA) as calculated by Delgado and Siamwalla (1999: p. 134) . Most surveys covered a single agricultural year within the period 1985-89. The other data under the headings "SSA" refer to the mean values of one survey as defined below. "Maximum Survey", "Median Survey" and "Minimum Survey" refer to the income shares for the uplands area in Gambia in 1985-86, the Natural Region IV in Zimbabwe in 1988-89 and the Sahelian Zone in Senegal in 1988-90, respectively. The data under the "FSP" headings report the largest, mean, median and smallest value in the sample. .014928 .0146558 -4.283 0.000 ------------------------------------------------ Table 5e : PLOTFRAG Survey Linear Regression ------------------------------------------------PLOTFRAG | Coef. Table 5f : EXCHANGE Survey Linear Regression -------------------------------------------------EXCHANGE | Coef. 
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